City, territory, architecture. Three words to supersede a dichotomy: between city and architecture, city and territory, and also architecture and territory. If considered two at a time, these words tend to emphasise their diversity more than their complementarity, as they are also positioned at each end of a range of states of affairs (things). The choice of a title with three words is also a critical reflection as regards antonymous concepts that today have invaded the debate on human settlement. We are thinking, for example, of city and environment or, more in general, nature and artifice. The sequence in which the three words of the title are pronounced is dictated neither by scale nor by a hierarchy, hence the second word, territory, does not follow on but is inserted, as an element common to the others, like a system of relations, an intermediate space, that presses for a reciprocal transformation of the worlds of meaning the three words evoke.
the relations are that urban-dwellers enjoy with each other across the planet, they are responsible for the places and a part of the territory. The territory is the space in which the city of places re-emerges in the city of flows, recalling the inseparability of the biological and cultural dimensions in our relationship with the land, the unity between nature and spirit, which Luigi Mazza (2014) refers to in his analysis of the influence of planning on the formation of new concepts of citizenship and common goods. The rediscovery of an anchorage to the land entails a revision of the forms and ways in which this link is interpreted. No longer through the gaze of the strategist who owns the land, but through a gaze pondering over the awareness of reciprocity, respecting its authority (Wenders 1992) , which is not a new pantheism, but a critical reflection on the deep meanings that the reciprocity of this relationship has for urban life. This concept is also recalled, for example, by Felix Duque, as a conclusion to his paper on the relationship between public art and urban space construction (Duque 2014) . It virtually means that when the city can no longer be designed because urban strategy is more and more entrepreneurial strategy that is hetero-directed by the market, artists take the city by the hand, opening up new urban visions. This is Ernst Bloch's famous Principle of Hope (Bloch 1986 ) revealing itself, as well as in everyday experience, in art, putting us in touch with the element of mystery and undecidability that permeates the construction of the future, with this "inexpressible" element and the respective utopian tension. The purpose of the Principle of Hope is to try to give sense to our living at a distance from ourselves, thus the utopian ideal par excellence is to rediscover ourselves and rediscover the sense of ourselves in a collective entity, not in the solitary sense.
From the territory architecture is called upon to reflect precisely on the collective sense of man's home, as a search for the primary elements of its construction, a search for what is fundamentally urban, to be rediscovered also in contexts of visual exaltation that tend to "normalise all points of view". It is an approach that tends to discover how our contemporary nature -industrial, mechanical and promotional (Restany 1994 ) -is changing as concerns the widened environmental sensitivity affecting contemporary life. Various critical studies in the social sciences of the last decades have analysed its influence, exploring, for example, the evolution of environment-based socialisation, as Dino Borri, Domenico Camarda and Rossella Stufano show in the introductory pages to their paper (Borri 2014) . The environmental dimension nevertheless find it difficult to be incorporated in the process of disciplinary construction for space design, due to the tension between the moral imperative environmental sustainability has generated and disciplinary construction. The initial results of this interaction are not encouraging, for the moral imperative of sustainable design tends to meet the needs of disciplinary contribution (Mostafavi 2010) . A hindrance to the dialectical development -in a truly projectual sense -of this tension between moral imperative of sustainability and disciplinary contribution is represented by the fact that space design continues to be objectoriented, denying the search for process-oriented approaches capable of considering the entirety of the relations between urban development and environmental processes. But it is a necessary dialectical tension since the disciplinary foundations of space design are increasingly required to interact with the problems and perspectives the environmental dimension has opened up in the contemporary spatial condition. A condition that, as Piercarlo Palermo emphasises in his paper (Palermo 2014) , cannot have as its prevalent base a notion of landscape limited to settlement environments with a low human impact, but that covers a more radical notion of urban landscape as an interweaving of forms, meanings and experiences of urban life. This is the notion that any urban design, urbanism or urban planning paradigm should tackle nowadays. If understood within this picture, the insertion of the word territory between city and architecture in the title may, by virtue of its otherness, nurture a critical reflection and a radical approach to the vision of the city, in which space design is not simply a form of action taking into account environmental compatibility, but one that will consider the environmental dimension the actual base of a new form of creative imagination and disciplinary innovation.
To consider the territory as intermediate space between city and architecture means to establish an aperture, otherness, a third character, favourable towards mediation and transformation, a character favourable to design understood as a survival strategy that is always experienced in intermediate space, indeed as a terrain of cultural and disciplinary exchange, of eternal negotiation between conflicts, which Arnaldo Cecchini identifies in his paper as essential for city design (Cecchini 2014) . If seen in this perspective, intermediate space is also a metaphor for the passage of design from disciplinary soliloquy to multidisciplinary dialogical conception. This means that evolution in the forms and methods of disciplinary construction alone can correspond to the evolution of the city, new spatial events and the change in the urban condition. From these premises it proves clear that the possibilities of reconsidering the discipline of space design require the passage from closed system to open system (Cellucci 1996) . We are talking of a radical shift involving the field of requisites of design activity, including, in the first place, the conviction that no disciplinary system is based on intangible, irrevocable principles, so the temporary character of the hypotheses makes each field of knowledge an open system. This favours challenging those hypotheses, such as the cognitive one, that have hindered the opening up of the discipline with tenacious resistance. Design may therefore abandon its own ways of reasoning located in a single selfsufficient system, the one most frequently recurring in the disciplinary tradition of space design, to adopt an alternative method of reasoning, namely shared, multidisciplinary, arising in various kinds of knowledge, and linked by a dialogical relation. In this communicative and dialogical conception of design, the informative base is not pre-established but has to take into account the possibility that new meaning frames arise when different elementary data coming from different kinds of knowledge are linked up. Hence the alternatives are not given a priori and new horizons emerge during the course of the process from an undefined background of possibilities. It is in this spirit that we accept papers for CTA.
